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DETAILED ACTION 

This is in response to the RCE filed on September 19th 2008. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 9/19/08 
has been entered. 

Status of Claims 

Claims 8, 10, 14 and 20-23 are pending, of which claim 8 is in independent form. 
Claims 8, 10, 14 and 20-23 are currently rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 9/19/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
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Applicant argues that Ruths does not contemplate a user gaining access to other 
resources in his or her context without having to switch to a different collaboration 
application as required by claim 8 (pg. 7). This argument is not persuasive. Applicant 
indicates that the Specification provides an example of a user having two contexts, 
project A and project B in his development environment (arguments pg. 6). Ruths also 
discloses this as a user having multiple projects in an environment. In paragraph 137, 
Ruths teaches a client viewer that displays one or more images. Each image may be 
considered a collaboration project. Since they are displayed in the same application 
(Fig. 28) the user is able to switch projects (contexts) without leaving the environment. 
Thus, Ruths discloses the limitation of claim 8 that requires the ability to switch contexts 
without leaving the development environment. 

Applicant also argues that Ruths and Danso do not show "capturing a user action 
in a development environment and determining a context associated with said user 
action" or "displaying in a graphical user interface display window content of a 
collaboration space relevant to a current developer context" (pg. 7). However this 
statement appears to be conclusory and no argument is given why the sections cited in 
the rejection are insufficient for showing these features. Please see the rejection below 
for more information. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 8, 10, 14 and 20-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ruths et al. US 2003/0018719 A1 in view of Danso US 
2003/01 67344 A1. 

Regarding claim 8, Ruths discloses "creating a context ... and adding or deleting 
a resource and a relationship" as a collaborative platform which creates collaborative 
environments and manages data objects (paragraph 49), "enabling a user to create a 
collaboration space" as entering into collaborative groups (paragraph 85), "to associate 
the collaboration space with a context" as a participant may use the collaboration for 
multiple purposes, including adding resources (paragraph 85), "to perform adding, 
editing, and deleting a collaboration member" as adding and removing connection IDs 
and choosing which participants should receive data (paragraph 151), "said 
collaboration space containing a role player" as a classroom environment would 
necessarily have roles, at least a teacher and a student (paragraph 138), "capturing a 
user action in a development environment and determining a context associated with 
said user action" as capturing changes to data and updating changes to participants 
(paragraph 88), "displaying in a graphical user interface window content of a 
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collaboration space" as an application for viewing and manipulating collaboration 
objects (paragraph 52), and "allowing a first user to communicate with one or more 
other users and to gain access to resources in the context said first user is working in 
without said first user having to leave said first user's development environment and 
without said first user having to switch to a different collaboration application" as a user 
communicating with another user via VOIP during collaboration (paragraph 137), note 
this portion of the claim only requires allowing users to "communicate" which is why the 
VOIP disclosed is sufficient, this portion of the claim does not recite communicate by 
discussion thread as it appears applicant may have intended based on pg. 8 of the 
arguments. Ruths also discloses "and to switch between contexts without leaving said 
first user's development environment" as a viewer (environment) which supports 
multiple images (projects) thus allowing users to switch between them without leaving 
the environment (paragraph 137). 

Ruths does not explicitly disclose "said collaboration space containing ... a 
discussion thread" or "said current developer context including ... discussion threads". 
This feature can be clearly found in Danso US 2003/0167344 A1 . Danso teaches that 
collaboration includes discussions and forums (paragraph 81). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Ruths with the teachings of Danso for the purpose of improving 
collaboration. Using forums (discussion threads) to collaborate is well known in the art 
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(as evidenced by Danso) and yields predictable results. Such an improvement is 
nothing more than the predictable use of prior art elements according to their 
established function. 

Regarding claim 10, Ruths discloses "a collaboration plugin to an integrated 
development environment that provides a user with tools for use in the development 
environment" as the collaboration platform allows existing applications to become 
collaborative (paragraphs 53-54) and "there being a collaboration plugin for each user 
workstation" as the platform may be implemented as a plug-in on each participant 
device (paragraph 59). 

Regarding claim 14, Ruths discloses "managing a life cycle of one or more 
collaboration spaces" as a collaboration platform that allows a user to participate in 
collaboration (paragraph 57), "directing collaborative operations to external collaboration 
servers" as sending commands to a server that has the collaborative data (paragraphs 
58, 89), and "servers including ... a team room server" as a classroom (paragraph 138). 

Regarding claim 20, Ruths discloses "allowing the user to enable and disable 
context sensitivity and to open a collaboration space manually" as providing an 
abstraction of the resources thereby enabling different user views of the resources and 
allowing creation of a collaborative group (paragraph 85). 
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Regarding claim 21 , Ruths discloses "the user action includes at least one of 
editing a file ..." as manipulating data (paragraph 52). 

Regarding claim 22, Ruths discloses "said context is a project" as collaboration 
on a task (paragraph 49). 

Regarding claim 23, Ruths discloses "managing the life cycle of collaboration 
spaces" as a collaboration platform that performs management functions (paragraph 80) 
and allows a user to participate in collaboration session (paragraph 57). 

Conclusion 

2. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Chang et al. US 2001/0025299 A1 discloses using discussion threads to 
organize cooperative activity (paragraph 18). 

Moser et al. US 2004/0107249 A1 discloses a collaboration with roles including a 
project leader who control permissions for other participants (paragraph 24). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JASON RECEK whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1975. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Thurs 8:30am-5:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on (571) 272-3868. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Andrew Caldwell/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 2442 

/Jason Recek/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2442 
(571)-270-1975 



